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State courts are invested with general jurisdiction that provides expansive authority to resolve myriad controversies brought 
before them.' Whether a court is of general or limited jurisdiction depends on the nature of the jurisdiction conferred, not on 


territorial limitations or on the amount in controversy range within which that jurisdiction is to be exercised.” 


Courts of general jurisdiction have the power to hear and determine all matters, legal and equitable, except insofar as these 


powers have been expressly denied.* However, that a court is a court of general jurisdiction does not mean that because the 
judicial robe has been donned a judge has unlimited power to impose punishment or reward righteousness as the occasion 


is deemed suitable.* For courts of general jurisdiction, the presumption is that they have subject-matter jurisdiction” unless 


a showing can be made to the contrary® or there is some reason to question it.” By contrast, a court of limited jurisdiction 
is without jurisdiction to act unless it does so under the precise circumstances and in the manner particularly prescribed by 


the enabling legislation. Chancery courts are courts of limited jurisdiction,’ as may be family courts! juvenile courts, |! and 


district courts sitting as special statutory tribunals to summarily decide specified issues authorized by the statute. 2 


A court of general jurisdiction can act as a court of limited jurisdiction by exercising special powers conferred on it by statute. 
When a court of general jurisdiction exercises such special powers, its decisions are treated as decisions of courts of limited 
3 


jurisdiction. | 
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Cases: 


Since juvenile courts were unknown at common law, they have no inherent, historical, or traditional power upon which to rely. 
In re O.V., 2019-Ohio-4628, 136 N.E.3d 544 (Ohio Ct. App. 12th Dist. Butler County 2019). 
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